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As for other countries in Latin America, Brazil’s political and economic context in the 1980s was marked by the crisis of the national developmental model: crisis of Import-Substitution and Industrialization, ISI, foreign debt crisis, the oil price shock and a questioning of the international political insertion.
 
The phase of transition to democracy during the Sarney government of 1985 increased the perception of a crisis of the state and of its basis (Cervo y Bueno, 2008; Bernal-Meza, 2010) 
This had an impact on the foreign policy of Brazil and its international economic relations (financing, investment and trade). Also as was the case in other countries in the región, Brazil took the road of introducing neoliberal policies in the 1990s. However, these were never extreme and the country never abandoned its option of an international economic insertion by way of industry as it was the case first with Chile and then with Argentina.
The Cardoso government opted for a foreign policy of the model of “autonomy through participation” as its mechanism for insertion in the Post Cold-War World (Vigevani and Cepaluni, 2007).
This model emphasized relations with the developed North: United States and the EU. In the economic realm, the strategy became the adoption of a neoliberal state with a policy orientation of unilateral opening, de-regulation, privatizations, withdrawal of the state. But, the coalition of social forces behind the government, the business sector and unions did not allow it to deepen the strategy of privatizations after the first and regrettable experiences in the sectors of telecommunications and the iron and steel industry. The model entered a crisis situation in four key aspects: it deepened the trade account deficit and the capital account deficit and therefore also current account deficit, and, consequently, Brazil’s alliance with the global hegemonic coalition did not provide the benefits it had expected: to be attached to the international management of the world  (Cervo, 2002).

Let us first look at the historical background before going into the Lula government’s development of a national development project. 

The end of the Cold War created an expansión of globalization, both in the sense of globalization as an analytical category that denotes the new forms taken by capitalist accumulation after the crisis of the 1970s such as oligopolical concentration and monopolization with a predominance of finance capital over industrial and productive capital, but also in the sense of denoting this same process as well a set of ideas that form a certain world vision that did not exist in earlier phases of historical capitalism. From this perspective, globalization is both an economic process that characherizes the evolution of the contemporary global capitalist economy as well a set of ideas and a world vision that accompanies the capitalist globalization process (see, Bernal-Meza, 1996, 1997 and 2000). This expansion of globalization was a consequence of the opening of the Sovjet block to capitalism. Put together, the expansion of globalization and the extension of a certain set of ideas and a certain world view produced important changes in the configuration of the world system. 

The political aspect of the systemic changes in the international order has implied the emergence of new or rising powers. The same happens in the world economy where important modifications have also occured, particularly in terms of the rise of China, Brazil and India.

Celso Lafer, an international relations scholar who was the foreign minister during the Cardoso government, interpreted (1996) this new scenario as a scenario of “undefined polarities”, a period in which the main oppositions, different from what happened during the bipolar order, were to be found in each of the key components of the prior systemic order. Twenty years after the end of the Cold War a consensus had emerged around the idea that power in the world had become more de-concentrated, and that the world had become more multipolar with the rise of middle powers (Zakaria, 2008), which, in the case of South America included Brazil, but not necessarily the rest of the countries (Schenoni, 2012). At the regional level this fact had established an ubalanced power situation as it also happened in other regions where “emerging powers” consolidated themselves such as in Pacific Asia, Southern Asia and Africa. 

According to Vigevani y Cepaluni (2007), Fernando Henrique Cardoso adopted a strategy of “autonomy through participation” as a paradigm of international political insertion. In the vision of a world of “undefined poarlities” there was space for Brazil’s insertion as a rising power in the global structure of power. This vision followed the liberal ideas regarding multipolarity combining it with the realist tradition of the Brazilian foreign ministry, the Itamaraty (Bernal-Meza, 2010). 



Lula and Brazil’s National Development Project

Under the administrations of Lula da Silva, Brazil has shown its capacity to place Brazil in the club of rising powers in the new international order. Three strategies have been employed towards this aim: the implementation of the “logistical state”, Brazil’s global insertion and the internationalization of big businesses, and, finally, the erradication of poverty. Together with the considerable progress in the erradication of poverty and extreme poverty in the country, the Lula administration proposed to put Brazil in the group of new rising world powers. 

The new foreign policy implied the renewed strengthening of realist thinking and was inspired by a perspective that conceived of the international system as a power struggle between the most powerful actors in the system. The approach to multilateralism moved away from utopian ideas of international harmony and was transformed into a game of interests to be distributed according to the result of trade negotiations. For this it was of fundamental importance to re-establish the significance of coalitions and alliances with similar countries.
In the context of the post Cold-War processes of globalization and the spread of neo-liberal ideas, Brazil’s position in the international system has seen a positive development towards the category of an emerging power. At the level of the international system we see the emergence of “counter-powers” or groups of emerging powers such as the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) and IBSA (India, Brazil and South Africa) in which Brazil appears as one of the members and initiative takers of the coalition formations that have aspirations of participating actively in global governance (Bizzozero, 2011). At the level of the world economy, Brazil’s influence has become significantly strengthened both due to its status of the soon to be fifth largest economy in the world and also due to the characeristics of its insertion in all the agendas that compose the international economic and comercial sub-system; economy, trade, scientific and technological development, energy (Brainard & Martinez-Diaz, 2009). The internationalization of the Brazilian economy and of Brazilian businesses, a phenomenon that has characterized Brazil’s emergence, has been particularly important in this respect because it has led to a change in its former views on regionalism and integration that were treated as core tools in its international strategy. Brazil has responded to the challenges of the new global world with its own model of regionalsm which Bernal-Meza has conceived of as “Brazilian regionalism” (Bernal-Meza, 2010b; Bernal-Meza, 2011). Regionalism as a process of political economy has the potential to be used by major actors (all those actors that have the status of region-states) to create resources that increase their potential and helps them to position themselves better in the current new international conjuncture (Bizzozero, 2011). The rise of emerging powers at the same time balances the international system and creates great imbalances of power –and potential hegemonies- at the sub-systemic or regional levels (Schenoni, 2012:33).
Brazil started to transition from an approach to the international system as a global trader towards that of a global player; that is, an actor that had the aspiration of being present in all the arenas where rules and norms that could affect its development and strategies of international insertion were decided. In this transition it also modified the role that regional integration and regionalism had played until then in its international insertion. At the same time Brazil started to meet different problems in its regional environment due to nationalist economic policies applied by different governments such as Bolivia, Paraguay and Ecuador (Bernal-Meza and Christensen, 2012). These problems also contributed to the creation of differing views between Venezuela and Brazil with regard to their strategies of energy integration (Quintanar, 2012) leading to a contest for regional leadership between the two countries. At the same time, Brazil abandoned all its strategies of regional energy integration in the framework of IIRSA​[2]​ and Unasur (Union of South America) and instead opted for a strategy of energy autonomy with the objective of becoming a global power in this field. 


Brasil: from “global trader” to “global player”

According to Lessa (2010), Brazil’s integration in the global system has gone through some major adjustments during the presidencies of Lula (2003-2010). Amado Luiz Cervo (2010: 26) makes the same argument emphasizing both political and economic trends: 

“The casting of a global network as a goal of Brazilian foreign policy in 
the 21st century gains impetus with reciprocity multilateralism impelled 
by diplomacy, which establishes coalitions and takes the leadership 
in global negotiations, and with economic internationalization, impelled by 
Lula’s personal interest and by economic and social agents. 
The net weaves its first threads in South America in these two aspects 
and, fortified at its base, extends toward the world, as if this were Brazil’s 
natural locus.” 

At the same time, Cervo and Lessa (2010: 5) argue that although the Lula government has emphasized the global dimension in its external action it has not allowed this to provoke a major distancing from South America. 
The change towards a “globalist” strategy constituted a re-formulation, from the realist perspective that dominates Brazil’s foreign policy (Bernal-Meza, 2010; Bernal-Meza, 2011), of the promotion of the national interest within which the internationalization of the economy was placed. The conception behind this change was the idea of “reciprocity multilateralism” and economic internationalization as Cervo has argued. When Lula started his first presidency he argued at the World Economic Forum in Davos “We want free trade, but free trade characterized by reciprocity” (Cervo, 2010): 

“reciprocity does not apply only to international trade. In all areas 
of the international order -economy, trade, security, environment, 
health, and human rights- reciprocity is ensured when the rules 
of multilateral order benefit all nations … (…) Brazilian diplomacy 
applies its concept of reciprocal multilateralism to trade and security, 
but also extends it to all other aspects of international relations. The
concept involves two presuppositions: the existence of rules to 
govern the international order, without which  the power disparity 
will prevail in favor of the great powers; and the joint formulation of 
these rules so that they will not favor the interests of some to the 
detriment of the interests of others.”
(Cervo, 2010: 11)


The Instruments of Brazil’s Global Insertion	

The “logistical state” can be seen as a main new element in the Brazilian development strategy and in its strategy of global insertion. This model of post-developmentalist insertion which has been formulated theoretically by Amado Cervo​[3]​ has as its objective to remove asymmetries between nations and to promote Brazil’s catching up with the advanced countries in development terms. The logistical state transfers responsibility for development to society different from the “business State” of the traditional Brazilian “developmental state”, and it imitates the behavior of the advanced industrialized countries, particularly that of the United States that is seen as the proto-type of the model of the “logistical state”. In the foreign policy realm in the area of international economic relations it aims at reducing technological and financial dependency and to promote productive innovation and other initiatives that reduce the external economic vulnerability. In the domestic realm it seeks to strengthen the national structural nucleus and to foster its internationalization (Cervo, 2008: 82-90) putting particular emphasis on the support of the expansion and internationalization of mega-corporations (Cervo, 2012).  
Cervo synthesizes the logistical state model arguing that it combines an external element, namely liberalism, with an internal element, namely developmentalism, and thereby seeks to promote the international economic projection of the economy while pursuing a realist line of behavior seeking to accumulate power resources to increase wealth and power of the nation as well as to promote comparative advantages in the economy actively both internally and in international negotiations in the economic realm (Cervo, 2008: 85-87). Although Brazil has had some success with the implementation of this state paradigm, it still is far behind the developed countries that have also been more able to influence leading global economic governance arenas and organizations (Cervo, 2010: 25).
Since the end of the Cold War, it has has been Brazil’s objective to “have strong corporations to compete on a global scale, with the State’s logistic support and the financial support of national institutions, suchs as the National Economic and Social Development Bank (BNDES) and the Bank of Brazil” (Cervo, 2010), while the period starting with Lula’s presidency has introduced a new activist attitude towards influencing global economic governance, largely through innovative and untraditional South-South coalitions, in ways that would support national economic development (Christensen, 2012; Christensen, 2013).
             The role of the state, both under the developmental model (Albuquerque, 1996; Albuquerque, 1996ª) and under the logistical model (Cervo, 2009; Cervo and Bueno, 2008) has been fundamental for the process of rise in the global economic structure. However, in the new context created by the globalization of capitalism the formulation and practice of a new state model has been of fundamental importance to assure the modification of the international economic insertion of Brazil. 
           The crisis of Latin America generated different types of national responses (Bernal-Meza and Christensen, 2012). Brazil and Chile opted for a new ideal type state, the logistical state, and this led to differences at the regional level in terms of national development strategies, international insertion and visions regarding the globalization process (Bernal-Meza, 2010b). In the case of Brazil, the model turned out to be a key instrument in the positioning of the country in the structure of world power. The model implied a new strategy of global insertion, which led to a decade of successful development. In comparative terms, the model applied by Brazil, and to some extent by its regional neighbour Chile led to differentiations and tensions with respect to the development models and strategies pursued by the rest of the South American countries. In this way a difference in the accumulation of power was produced in the new systemic context in which economic aspects acquired a very high level of relevance. In this difference it also appears that we can find the explanation for the change and consequent weakening of the vision of the posible integration. According to Scenoni (2012), Mercosur entered a period of lethargy as a consequence of the change to a successful neo-developmental Brazilian model. Thus, the divergence of interests between Brazil and the rest of the region has become increasingly evident (Malamud, 2011). This leads to the confrontation of visions regarding world politics, international economic relations, regionalism and integration and to increasing differences in the views of the Brazil and the rest of South America.  


The Globalist Vision and the New Alliances: BRICS and IBSA

Another influence behind Brazil’s changed priorities within its more globalist visión can be found in the Lula government’s view of autonomy, where it opted for “autonomy through diversification” in opposition to the Cardoso government’s approach of “autonomy through participation” that was based on a neo-Kantian vision of a harmonious world and opposed former strategies of “autonomy through distance” pursued during the developmental state fase (1930-1990). According to Maria Regina Soares de Lima (2005), ideas played a key role in the Lula government although the government similarly to the Cardoso government maintained due attention to the constraints of the international context. She points out that the difference between the Cardoso and the Lula da Silva governments mainly should be seen as a consequence of two things, namely different ideological positions and different interpretations amongst the foreign policy formulators of the possibilities of Brazil in the international context Contrary to this, Tullo Vigevani and Gabriel Cepaluni argue (2007), the Lula government sought to integrate Brazil in the global system through autonomous means by diversificing partners and pursuing strategically conceived Brazilian options through South-South cooperation with an aim of balancing relations with the North and gaining more international influence in global governance oriented arenas. Vigevani and Cepaluni (2007: 283) define “autonomy through diversification” in the following way as (translated by the authors): “adhesion to international principles and norms by way of South-South alliances, including regional alliances, and by way of agreements with non-traditional partners (China, Pacific Asia, Africa, Eastern Europe, Middle East etc.), because it is believed that these reduce the assymmetries in the external relations with the most powerful countries and increase the national negotiation capacity.” They further point out that “autonomy through diversification” seeks to adjust some of the ideas from the model of “autonomy through distance” that inspires it, although in a new context following the neo-liberal approach of the 1990s (Vigevani and Cepaluni, 2007: 295) and, at the same time, includes the aim of participating in the development of the broader international agenda, also in areas that are not of direct and immediate interest, but which are important to the construction of international principles and norms related to the establishing of international public goods. Similarly, the approach involves a willingness to openly contest US and EU views where they differ from Brazilian views and an aim of taking a regional leadership role (Vigevani and Cepaluni, 2007: 303-304 and 308). Sinthesizing what “autonomy through diversification” represents, Vigevani and Cepaluni (2007: 315) point out that it seems to express a different world view from the world view that was dominant in Brazil in the 1990s.
In the economic realm, Cervo and Lessa (2010: 6) point out that Brazil even among the BRIC countries stands out as an exceptionally internationalized economy that receives vast resources in terms of foreign direct investments at the same time that Brazil has been pursuing the internationalization of its own big companies. The world perception of Brazil in the first decade of the 21st Century led to Brazil’s growing participation in the global game. Cervo argues that this relates to a number of changes on the international political scene during the new Century:

  “The entry of new actors on the stage adds other voices to the 
criticism of global asymmetries, and hampers diplomatic negotiations. 
This explains the stagnation of multilateralism, which was supposed 
to draw up the rules for the global order in the 21st century; it also 
explains the defensive reaction on the part of the developed countries, 
which reactivated the G-8, as well as the confrontation of two 
dispute settlement strategies: the Chinese-Brazilian, through the 
peaceful means of diplomatic negotiations, and the US-NATO, 
through the violent means of intervention or sanction. Since Cardoso 
and during Lula’s Administration, international order has undergone 
significant changes. These changes have allowed Brazilian foreign 
policy to mitigate the internal effects of the order established by 
others and, at the same time, to become an active participant in 
the formulation of the new order.”
(Cervo, 2010: 8-9)

Brazil now wanted to be present in all arenas and organizations where it was posible to define rules that could affect its development and the expansion of its power. This new strategy starts in 2003 in the trade negotiations of Cancún and with the establishment shortly before of the innovative IBSA Dialogue Forum that reflects the shared interest of these three huge developing country democracies, India, Brazil and South Africa, in actively promoting their own agenda setting capacity at the global level (Christensen, 2012). According to Cervo (2010) “After Cancún, in the view of Brazilian diplomacy, either the emerging countries World participate in the formulation of the rules or the process would stop. To create counterpower, this diplomacy worked then and thereafter to form coalitions in the South, the first of which was the G-20.”

Brazil maintained and deepened its participation in multilateral negotiations including its G-20 coalition with developing countries within the WTO, and it increased greatly the number of countries in which it had established diplomatic representations. Particularly African countries were emphasized (Christensen, 2012). According to Cervo, Lula visited African in more than a dozen occasions and promoted summits between South America and Africa as well as between South America and Arab countries, in addition to helping bringing about the African Countries-Latin America summit meeting and being a special guest at the African Union Summit” (Cervo, 2010: 28).

Brazil sought to establish new areas of multilateralism at various levels, including South-South, relations with similar countries souch as the IBSA Dialogue and BRICS as well as to gain more prominence in global governance arenas such as the IMF and the G20 group of the biggest economies that has taken over the lead role in addressing the financial crisis that broke out in the United States in September 2008 from the G7 or G8 of the traditional powers amongst leading industrialized nations (Christensen, 2013) as well as the G4 countries Japan, Germany, Brazil and India that have sought to jointly promote their candidacies for a permanent position in the UN Security Council. 
As Niu Habin rightly argues (2010: 184): “President Lula’s multilateral diplomacy contributed a lot to Brazil’s status as an emerging World power. Regionally, his efforts to resist FTAA, build the regional cooperation framework in South America, rebuild Haiti, and handle the Honduran crisis reflect the administration’s independent contribution to regional public goods. Globally, the dialogue with G4, African countries and Middle Eastern countries, the creation of G20, IBSA and BRIC summits, the WTO Doha round negotiation, the role of BASIC in climate change negotiation in Copenhagen and efforts on solving UN security issues, like Iran’s nuclear program have been lead by Brazil”. 
All in all, what we see is a shift to a Brazilian priority for South-South cooperation particularly through untraditional coalition formation, but also through various dialogues, bilateral relations and South American cooperation as well as Latin American cooperation. The main priority, though, seems to be a broad tendency towards South-South cooperation where the regional level is not prioritized above the broad South-South orientation, while particularly cooperation with similar large peripheral countries in BRICS is prioritized (Christensen, 2013)


The Increased Priority given to Relations with Similar Countries: the BRICS Coalition

As Christensen has argued (2013), Brazil’s emphasis on relations with the BRIC countries increased from 2007 which coincides with the growing differences between Brazil and some of its regional neighbours. As Quintenar (2012) has argued the Bolivian nationalizations in the energy sector, which hurt Petrobrás investments,  led Brazil to pursue greater energy autonomy in the area of gas. At the same time, Brazil made great oil finds in the deep sea. This did not mean that Brazil lost interest in cooperation in South America. For instance it pursued the creation of regional security cooperation with the creation of the South American Defense Council in 2009 with the aim of making South America into a security region (Christensen, 2013). Similarly, Brazil continued being interested in trade and investment links with the region. However, it was no longer prioritized. Instead, as it has been argued earlier, Brazilian trade and investment relations showed a more global trend. 
After the outbreak of the international financial crisis in the United States in 2008, the BRIC group gained further in priority on Brazil’s foreign policy agenda, particularly in the area of global economic governance issues where the BRIC group initiated meetings to coordinate positions within the financial G20 of the biggest national economies in the world that became the central arena for global crisis colaboration. This led the group to further prioritize its collaboration with yearly summits at the level of state leaders starting in 2009. For a start the main focus of the group was on global economic governance issues such as regulation of international capital flows and IMF reform. Eventually, however the group that increasingly functioned as an informal coalition, spread out its focus towards coordination of policies in the area of international security, e.g. with regard to the political crises in Libya (2011) and Syria (2012-2013) (Christensen, 2013). As Amado Cervo (2012) has argued this collaboration has become quite strong and it shows that the common view that countries with different regime forms do not form coalitions has been disproven. While it can be argued that the BRIC group, or BRICS after South Africa joined the group in 2010, is not a very cohesive group and often is characterized by conflicting interests in areas such as international trade relations they nevertheless have been able to combine around a common agenda of global order change, both in terms of the security regime in the UN and in terms of the promotion of a more balanced global economic order, and greater inclusion and influence of BRICS countries in international politics (Christensen, 2013).


Openness and Internationalization of the Economy as a Strategy of International Insertion

The Lula government took an important step by starting to create consensus in society and in the government regarding the relevance of foreign trade and the development of an export culture in the business sector (Cesar y Sato, 2012), given that the country earlier on for decades had been following  a model of protectionism under the paradigm of import substitution and industrialization. Brazil gradually liberalized its economy and this allowed its business people to gain a more positive view of the incentives that a global economy opened for the expansion of Brazilian businesses after decades of a protectionist culture. As Renato Baumann argues: 

“Multilateral opening to trade was intensified in the first half of the 1990s, 
together with efforts to promote preferential trade on a regional basis. 
The degree of openness of the economy (exports plus imports as a 
percentage of GDP) increased from an average 13.6% in the 1990s 
to 21.5% in 2000-2008. A peculiar feature in the present decade 
is the process of internationalization of Brazilian firms, very much 
like what is being observed in other Latin American countries, such 
as Mexico, Chile and Argentina. In Brazil this has become an active 
policy matter, based on the assumption that it is important to have 
big players of domestically-owned capital”  
(Baumann, 2010: 33-4). 

According to Amado Cervo, “The internationalization of the Brazilian economy has picked up speed since 2005, in tandem with the trend in the emerging countries. Brazilian direct investments abroad have increased an average of 14 percent a year (…). Brazil has become the second foreign investor among the emerging countries and foreign investments” (Cervo, 2010: 22). Baumann (2010: 47) points out that the Brazilian government has supported this through credits extended by the national development bank, BNDES, which, as Arnold points out (2011: 25), has favored credit giving to the outward expansion of the largest and most solid Brazilian companies. This has furthermore been a means to strengthen and consolidate selected domestic firms as major players in specific sectors, able to face international competition” (Baumann, 2010: 47).
The trade policy has constituted another of the main pillars in the internationalization of the Brazilian economy. It can be argued that the trade policy during the eight years of the Lula government emphasized the following five pillars: i) to promote export expansion, ii) to diversify the trade parners of the country and seek to increase trade relationships with countries in the Southern hemisphere; iii) to negotiate preferential trade agreement; iv) to apply trade defense mechanisms and the system of dispute mechanisms of the WTO; and v) to pursue deeper regional integration. Thanks to this policy the government assured a rise in Brazil’s share of global exports between 2003 and 2010 reaching 1.25 % (Cesar and Sato, 2012).


The Free Trade Agreements

	The change in the vision of integration and its relationship to the international trade insertion also influenced the degree of importance given to the free trade agreements, first Mercosur-EU and later Mercosur-China. While the Brazilian discourse in the 1990s formulated the need to seek understanding in the área of trade with the big economic blocks this position started to change with the Lula government. From that momento on Brazil was not interested in the block to block FTAs because it preferred to maintain its autonomy in the international trade policy realm.  


The Internationalization of Businesses and its Influence in Brazil’s View on Regionalism 
 
	Amongst the objectives that are conducive for the extension of its global interests, the Lula government pursued several objectives: i) market liberalism ensuring reciprocity of  benefits, ii) expansion of business abroad through trade and internationalization of Brazilian companies, and iii) reinforcement of military power to influence global order and sectorial regimes. For the first time in its history, the internationalization of Brazilian companies has become part of the country’s international strategies (Cervo, 2010).  
Although the model of internationalization has been similar to the model pursued by Chile, the difference has been in that bilateral agreements with developed countries in the case of Brazil, are not considered posible.  
Originally, and until the crises and political-diplomatic as well as economic conflicts with several countries in the region, Brasil had planned to use its productive, diplomatical and political potential to promote the productive integration of Latin America and the Caribbean using Mercosur as the axis of expansion. It had planned to increase the inter-connection of production chains as well as to increase intra-regional trade and in this way broaden the scale and productivity of its national industry (Bandeira, 1996; Bernal-Meza, 2000). As Zibechi points out (2012), the integration of infrastructure and energy in South America envisioned by the IIRSA project was seen as a great challenge and opportunity by the BNDES.


Changes in Brazil’s view on regionalism and integration and their impact in South America 

	Various tendencies are behind this change and the impacts it has created:  

1. The growing internationalization of the Brazilian economy due to the process of globalization and the adherence in the 1990s of the Collor and Cardoso governments to the policies of economic openness promoted by the Washington Consensus.

2. The deepening of the process of the internationalization of Brazilian businesses from the 1990s and onwards that were strengthened and supported by the policies of Lula da Silva.

3. The implementation of the “Logistical State” (Cervo, 2008) that put in the hands of the private sector the main responsibility for generating wealth and economic expansion by way of greater internationalization of the economy and its businesses.

These three aspects contributed towards a change in the view of the importance of regional integration. In the first phase regional integration was seen as the least traumatic alternative in the openness strategy through Mercosur (Bandeira, 1996, Bernal-Meza, 2000), but towards the end of the decade of the 2000s regional integration came to be seen as an obstacle for Brazil’s economic expansion and autonomy. Integration at the level of Mercosur, IIRSA and South America came to lose economic but not political significance, although the regional level is still important in terms of Brazil’s manufacturing exports as the biggest destination of such exports (Christensen, 2012a). The neo-protectionist vision of MERCOSUR was substituted by the more pragmatic and flexible perspective of Unasur (Bernal-Meza, 2010; Bernal-Meza, 2010a).

One of the reasons why Brazil distances itself from the classical South American integration, although it has not been completely left behind, is that South American governments do not share the same views. As Cervo argues (2010: 23): “Here also, some governments do not view integration as an efficient strategy for overcoming difficulties. Under these circumstances, the Brazilian foreign policy, of a marked integrationist bent, makes use of integration processes to establish or consolidate the cooperation and power network directed at the South, starting from South America and advancing toward alliances with other regions, so as to achieve the goal of making Brazil into a global-oriented country”. The Chilean model of internationationalization of its companies came to guide Brazil’s strategies (Bernal-Meza, 2010a). Chile and Brazil were the only Latin American countries to move towards the construction of the “logistical state” (Cervo, 2008).

The second factor that influenced Brazil’s changed view of the importance of regional integration was the political changes that occurred in the region with the ascent of new socio-political and ethnic coalitions to governement leadership. These new governments started to apply nationalist economic policies as a response to the crisis that had been the outcome of the application of models following the recipee of the Washington Consensus (Bernal-Meza, 2010a).
The internationalization of companies is a central reason for the revision of the role ascribed to economic integration, regionalism and free trade agreements as well as agreements of economic complementation between economic blocks such as Mercosur-EU or Mercosur-China. 
This internationalization that benefits from the global tendencies of capitalism is not compatible with the Brazilian economy’s participation in integration models with neo-protectionist characteristics and common trade tarriffs and it is also not compatible with the negotiation of block to block agreements to the extent that these are carried out between economies which due to their asymmetries could have a considerable negative effect on the national market and the national production system. Therefore, the model of internationalization that Brazil has adopted, as in the Chilean case, is built on the search for external conditions (through the negotiation of international spaces of insertion by way of multilateral negotiations as in the WTO) and the opening of markets from a perspective of global grade that coincides with the model of “open regionalism”. But open regionalism is not compatible with the models of integration and economic cooperation operating in the region at the momento, as in the case of Mercosur and ALBA. Mercosur follows a neo-developmentalist and neo-protectionist model while ALBA, the Bolivarian Alternative started by Venezuela and Cuba in 2004, pursues a model based on an ideology of solidarity and cooperation between peoples, at least in its own formulation of the model. These models of regionalism are substantially different from the model of open regionalism that is more favorable of economic openness and international competition.
The Bolivian government of Evo Morales’ nationalization of gas in 2006 negatively affected the investments of the huge public/private Brazilian energy company Petrobrás, and the controversies between the Ecuadorian government and the Brazilian company Odebrecht in 2008 showed the lack of juridical protection of Brazilian foreign investments in the region. These events made a problem clear and created discomfort amongst the foreign policy formulators of the Lula government and would later also impact the current presidency of Dilma Rousseff. This problem has as its background a disconnection, which turns into a problem of difficult solution, between the historical bases of Brazil’s foreign policy with the concrete objectives of this South American giant’s strategy of international insertion on the one hand, and on the other hand ideological issues in the government party (Actis, 2011).
The nationalization of hydrocarbon deposits of the government of Evo Morales created a new situation in the region that did not only affect Brazilian interests but also had an impact on its perception of the region and of the projects of integration pursued there (Bernal-Meza, 2010; Quintanar, 2012). To understand the complexity of this issue from a holistic perspecive it is important to take into account the observations of Bouzas, Da Motta Veiga and Ríos (2008) who point out that in a context characterized by assymmetries between Brazil and the rest of the countries in the región (of which many have received Brazilian investments) the theme of investment protection has the potential to generate polarization rather than convergence of views and thus reproduce conflicts typical of North-South relations at the regional level.  


Mercosur and Unasur
The most important example of transition towards a different vision of regionalism was the Brazilian preoccupation with prioritizing Unasur over Mercosur. 
Originally, Mercosur, which emerged with a neoliberal vision of the economy and consequently promoting policies of openness and deregulation promoted by the “Washington Consensus”, was a key element in the transition towards economic openness. At first the bilateral integration between Argentina and Brazil and then Mercosur were an intermediate step towards international openness, seen as a less traumatic way to move from the former closed model from before the 1990s towards an economy in line with the predominant global tendencies towards policies of economic openness. It was a tool that allowed Brazil to make its economy more competititive at a higher scale but with a certain level of tarriff protection. Similarly, it was part of a process of building an economic and politcal subsystem (originally ALCSA)​[4]​ that went with Brazil’s aspiration of being recognized as a “middle power”. At the same time, a successfull Mercosur strengthened the Brazilian leadership of the Southern Cone (Bernal-Meza, 1999; Bernal-Meza, 2000). As Amado Cervo argues the approach to Mercosur was changed after the severe social and economic crises in the early part of the 2000s after a decade of following the neoliberal model:

“Brazilian foreign policy sees MERCOSUR as a political projet that 
neoliberalism’s crisis and the continued existence of asymmetries 
have made more flexible. South American integration process 
displays two distinctive characteristics: originality as compared 
with other experiences and the fact that is starts with political and 
geopolitical rather than economic integration, as was the case 
of the European Union” 
(Cervo, 2010: 25).

Mercosur helped increase exports intra-regionally in some sectors such as the Brazilian manufacturing sector exercises, but, according to Baumann, did not assure more broad-based export dynamism (2010: 45). Similarly, the economic crisis in the late 1990s and early 2000s led to a steep fall in intra-regional trade just prior to the Lula government’s accession (Christensen, 2012a).
However, the role of integration and in particular Mercosur started to be the object of criticisms from different political and economic sectors in Brazil. As a specialist has pointed out, although the Brazilian economy has become internationalized to an unprecedented degree in recent years, a tendency which has further intensified in the decade of the 2000s, this internationalization does not seem particularly pronounced at the level of Mercosur as evidenced by “the geographical concentration of direct investment or bank operations” (Baumann, 2010: 47). In other words, statistics reveal that the internationalization is largely ocurring outside the regional level.
Nevertheless, in the definitions of the foreign policy in Lula’s campaign in the 2002 presidential elections and in his later speeches about regional integration, Lula referred to Mercosur as his first priority in the área of regionalism. The reality of his government, however, is that it showed more enthusiasm and interest in the construction of the South American Community of Nations that was later renamed Unasur tan in deepening the institionalization and the macroeconomic coordination and foreign policy alignment inside Mercosur. These three aspects were the main differences with the visions of Uruguay and Argentina. The central differences were a consequence of the fact that Mercosur for Brazil was a tool and not an end in itself (Bandeira, 1996; Bernal-Meza, 2000). The government of Lula approached the project of Mercosur as mainly a political entity. This position contrasted with the position of Argentina, Uruguay and Paraguay who have always seen it as mainly an economic and trade-oriented instrument. 


Conclusion

Brazil faced its crisis of development and of international insertion of the 1980s with a neoliberal strategy first in the 1990s. Later it adjusted its strategy in the direction of a reformulation of the national development model and the strategic role of the state. The central axis of this strategy was the construction of the “logistical state”. This transition was accompanied by a change in objectives from pursuing a strategy of “global trader” to pursuing a strategy of “global player”. This transition implied changes in Brazil’s foreign policy paradigm –from multilateralism through integration to reciprocity multilateralism and autonomy through diversification- the reformulation of its visions of integration and regionalism and the change in priorities in terms of áreas of interest and prioritized partners: from a regional priority to a global priority. As a global player, Brazil sought the creation of coalitions of similar countries such as the BRICS and the IBSA group.

There is no doubt about Brazil’s leadership aspiration (Bernal-Meza, 2009; Bernal-Meza, 2010; Bernal-Meza, 2010a). Brazil coincides with China and India in an attempt at strengthening multipolarity and the role of international organizations which it supports without discussion. Brazil is a firm supporter of the international organizations such as the IMF, the World Bank, the WTO and the UN that emerged under North American hegemony. These organizations in which, like the other BRICS, Brazil seeks to increase its power and influence. But, it is not an anti-system actor.  

In the global realm, Brazil abandons any kind of confrontational discourse towards the great powers in recognition of the importance of maintaining good relations (Lechini y Giaccaglia, 2010), but it seeks to maintain an independent foreign policy promoting initiatives and presenting itself as cooperating in assuring systemic stability. Brazil coincides with China in a model of behavior along the lines of “shared leadership” in an attempt to influence the rules and norms of the global order and not simply accept the rules and norms promoted by the United States and its traditional Northern coalition partners. This behaviour differs from the model of hegemonic behavior that dominates in its relations with its regional neighbours (Bernal-Meza, 2010; Bernal-Meza, 2011). The domestic policies of redistribution of income and wealth, reduction in poverty and social inequality have been transformed into the other side of an international policy that aspired at assuring greater levels of reciprocity multilateralism and thus to pursue a more balanced type of development both internally and externally. 
The relations with the South American región have gone through negative modifications as a consequence of the process of international expansion of Brazilian businesses and Brazil’s conflicts with the nationalist economic policies pursued by the new coalitions behind different South American governments. At the level of South America, Brasil distanced itself from a Mercosur focused on economic issues and instead prioritized Unasur as a more flexible and pragmatic instrument that accepts inside the Unasur the four different types of trade and tarriff policies that exist side by side in the región in the Andean Community, Mercosur, Caricom and Chile. Brazil has distanced itself from the strategies of energy integration and has opbed for autonomy in this area with the objective of turning itself into an energy world power. 

By means of concluding, Brazil has moved from a priority of cooperation at the level of South America and a simultaneous emphasis on South-South coaltions in a strategy of “autonomy through diversification” in the first Lula administration towards a strategy that has prioritized South-South coalitions over South American cooperation that is now of secondary priority. This transition reflects the challenges Brazil has met in its relations with neighbouring South American nations pursuing national interests through nationalist oriented policies that differ from the Brazilian development strategy and at times enter into conflicto with Brazilian investment interests. Furthermore, the gradual rise in political centrality of the BRICS country on the global political scene alongside the relative economic rise of the BRICS, particularly in the aftermath of the international financial and development crisis that has mostly affected the highly industrialized countries and thus the traditional hegemonic coalition, has seen Brazil putting ever greater priority in its cooperation with its BRICS coalition powers, especially with a focus on influencing global economic governance and later the global security regime. The BRICS coalition has become the tool for assuring Brazil’s rise in the global political hierarchy and for the cementation of its global player status. Another aspect of the greater emphasis on untraditional partners in the South and the policy of autonomy through diversification derives from the growing internationalization of Brazilian businesses at the global level.    
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^1	  Authors: Raúl Bernal-Meza (Professor Universidad Nacional del Centro de la Provincia de Buenos Aires, Argentina) and Steen Fryba Christensen (Associate Professor Aalborg University, Denmark).
^2	  IIRSA is the acronym of the Initiative for the Integration of the Regional Infrastructure of South America that was created in 2000 during the First South American Presidential Summit that was called on the initiative of Brazil.
^3	  Cervo theorized on the basis of the process that developed from the last years of the 1990s.
^4	  The South American Free Trade Area was first proposed by Brazilian president Itamar Franco in 1993.
